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Abstract

The extraction of the CKM angle o from the asymmetry in B® — 7t7~ vs BY —
7tx~ suffers from a currently unknown penguin contribution. Experimentally, one
can determine the magnitude and phase of the CP asymmetry from a time-dependent
analysis of tagged events, and the average rate for BY and B° decays to 717~ from
untagged events. These measurements, together with the magnitudes and relative
phase of the tree and penguin diagrams, can in principle completely determine «, free
of discrete ambiguities. We perform an error analysis on « given assumptions on the

values and uncertainties of both the measurements and theoretical inputs.



1 Introduction

The unitarity of the CKM matrix corresponds to six independent conditions between

the CKM matrix elements[l]. Geometrically,

these conditions can be visualized as triangles

formed by the appropriate CKM matrix ele- )

ment combinations. The condition on the d

and b rows, >°,—, . VyaVy, = 0, results in the Via Vi ViaVi
CKM triangle shown in Fig. 1. If CP viola-
tion occurs via the CKM matrix, this triangle
will have non-zero area. The three angles in
this triangle, known as «, 3 and 7, can be ex-
tracted via CP asymmetries: the angle g from
the decay BY — J/¢ K,[2)], the angle o from VoV

the decay B — 7T—|—7T_[::3] and the angle fro_m Figure 1: The d, beCKM triangle
the decays B, — D,K[4] and B¥ — D°K=*[f].

The amplitude for B — 7r is dominated by the tree process b — uW, W — du, which
has a weak phase v. If this were the only contribution, the CP asymmetry in B® — 77~
would cleanly measure sin(28 + 2v) = —sin(2a). However, there may be significant contri-
butions from the penguin process b — dg. This process has a weak phase —3 and therefore
results in a distortion of the CP asymmetry. Any interpretation of the CP asymmetry in
B® — 777~ must therefore account for the possibility of a penguin contribution.

Gronau and London[3] have shown that the penguin contributions can be isolated by
applying an isospin analysis to the decays B® — #tn~, Bt — 7%t7° and B® — #%x°.
Aleksan, Gaidot, and Vaisseur[f] have estimated that this analysis typically results in a 60%
increase in the uncertainty on sin(2«) relative to the ideal case where only the tree diagram
need be considered. While feasible for an experiment at an ete™ collider, this analysis is of
no use to an experiment at a hadron collider, given that it is very unlikely that the mode
B® — 7%7% will ever be reconstructed in such an environment.

Silva and Wolfenstein have shown[i] that a can be determined from the CP asymmetry
in B® — 77, the relative rates for B — 7t7~ and B® — K*7~, and assuming SU(3)
symmetry and factorization. Some complications are the possibility of final state phase
shifts, and electroweak penguins that invalidate the SU(3) correspondence[§].

We present herein an analysis of the expected uncertainty on «, and the number of
discrete solutions, given a measurement of the time-dependent asymmetry between B° —
7tn~ and B® — 7177, a measurement of the average branching ratio for B and B° decays
to #t7~, and constraints on the magnitudes and relative phase of the tree and penguin
diagrams.



2 CP violation in B — 7tn~

The mathematical expression of the CP asymmetry in the decay B® — 777~ can be found
in numerous places in the literature. Here we follow the exposition of Gronau[d].

In general, the two physical states By and Bp are given in terms of the strong eigen-
states B and B° via

|Br) = p|B%) + q|B°) (2.1)
|Bur) = p|B%) — q|B°)

If two amplitudes (e.g. tree-level and penguin) contribute to the decay B — f, then the
decay amplitudes of B and B° to a CP eigenstate f are given by

Ay = A(B® = f) = Ape'®T 4 Ape'?r (2.3)
Af = A(BO — f) = ATG_MST + Ape_i(bp (24)
where each term in the above expression corresponds to a process. The amplitudes A; are

complex and contain hadronic final-state-interaction phases. The time-evolution of states
initially pure in B° and B° are then given by

DB = f) = |AgPe™" [IN?sin(xt/2) + cos®(xt/2) — ImAsin 1] (2.5)

DB = f) = |AgPe™ [sin®(wt/2) + |\ cos®(wt/2) + ImAsin at] (2.6)
where i
qAay

A= -——= 2.7

pAy (27)

The time-dependent asymmetry, a(t), is thus

(B = f)—T(B°— f) (1 —|A]?)cosat —2ImAsinxt
= T S B S ) S 28)

For the case f = 7t7~, q¢/p = ¢=%% and ¢r = v, and in the approximation of neglecting the
penguin contribution, i.e. Ap = 0, A is a pure phase which results in ImA = —sin(2842v) =
sin(2ar), assuming the unitarity of the CKM matrix. In this case, the amplitude of the
asymmetry directly yields a clean extraction of the angle 2a0 — but with a discrete ambiguity.

In this same decay mode, however, the penguin, assumed to be dominated by the top
quark loop, has a CKM phase given by ¢p = —/ and therefore the extraction of 2(3 4 v)
is not clean. Inspection of equation .8 shows that the effect of the penguin contribution is
the addition of an additional sinusoidal modulation in the time-dependent asymmetry, the
additional factor (1 — |A|*) cos #t. The overall asymmetry can then be written as

a(t) = Asin(at + @) (2.9)



where

V= A[2)2 + 4Im2)

A = ERYE x sign(—ImA) (2.10)
L—|A\?* 7T

£ = —0 —— — 2.11

an ¢ STma 2 S0 5 (2.11)

This convention reduces smoothly to the standard expression for the no-penguin case. We
also exploit the dependence of the average branching ratio for B — 7+7~, B,,, on the angle
a:

Bug o T(B® = mtn™) + T(B® = mtn™) = [Af2 [1 + [A]] (2.12)

In what follows we will refer to the strength of the penguin contribution, Ap, relative
to the tree-level, Ay. We thus introduce the ratio of the amplitudes f = Ap/Ar = |fl|e”,
where 4 is the strong phase difference between the amplitudes, and obtain for A:

2ioz1 - fe—ia

A= .
€ 1_fezoz

(2.13)

Experimentally, we have three observables: the magnitude of the asymmetry, A, the
phase of the asymmetry at ¢ = 0, ¢, and the average branching ratio, B,,,. All of these
are affected by both the tree-level and penguin diagrams. The dependence of the three
observables, A, ¢, B,,4, on the angle « is shown in figure 2, for various values of §. We have
taken |f| = 0.2 for these plots. We see that the asymmetry in the presence of a penguin
contribution is no longer symmetric around o = 90°. Also, at a = 90°, the average branching
ratio is no longer equal to the tree-level one, but it is increased by a factor 1+ |f|?, i.e. 1.04
in this example. Note that the phase, ¢, vanishes for § = 0, 180°.

In the absence of penguins, there is a four-fold ambiguity in the determination of o from
the CP asymmetry: The asymmetry is identical for the case @« — 7/2—a, and for @ — a—.
A most interesting feature of the plots in figure & is the behavior of the branching ratio
between 0 and 7/2: the curves change monotonically and thus lift the ambiguity between «
and 7 /2—a. Also, the curve for A is antisymmetric around o = 0, while the curves for ¢ and
By, are symmetric around o = 0. Thus, the ambiguity between o and o — 7 is also lifted:
there is only a single discrete case, A = 0 and @ — —a, where two values of « are a solution
given A, ¢, and B,,,. In summary, in the presence of penguins, the four-fold ambiguity is
in principle completely lifted except for the discrete case A = 0 where it becomes a two-fold
ambiguity, &« — —a.

In the next section we estimate the expected error on ¢ from fitting the above asym-
metry as a function of the statistics. Most proposals for experiments at hadron colliders
involve a 7¥7~ trigger that imposes (usually indirectly, via impact parameter requirements)
an effective cut ¢ > 7" on the lifetime of the B decays reconstructed. We thus compute the
error on the observables as a function of the effective cut value, T.
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Figure 2: The three experimental quantities, the asymmetry, A, the phase, ¢, and the average
branching ratio, By,,, (normalized to the “no penguin” case), as function of the angle a.. The
relative size of the penguin contribution is 20%. The various curves correspond to different
values of the strong phase difference 4.



3 Fitting the data for A and ¢
The numbers of B® (Ny(t)) and B® (N_(t)) at time ¢ can be written as
Ni(t) = ge_t [1 4+ Asin(at + ¢)] (3.14)

where we used equation 2.6 and integrated over all time to express |A|* in terms of the total
number of B® and BY mesons, N. We are interested in estimating the error on the quantities
A and ¢ resulting from a fit to the data by the above form. The probability that a set of B®
and B mesons (initially pure) will decay at times ¢; and ¢; respectively is given by

L=]]e "1+ Asin(at; + ¢)] [[e ™[I — Asin(at; + ¢)] (3.15)
4 J
3 “‘ ‘ 3 - /"'\\
2 | \ 2 | | )
1 \ \““‘ 1| ‘ \
S 0 - A O D S 0 A 0
«© | | S
-1 | \ ‘ -1 \
-2 -2 \\ “
-3 b \ -3 b \ \\\—/ !
-1 -05 1 -1 -05 0 05 1
5A
3 F 3 F
2 2
1 RN 1| —
( N
gof Aoz s e ko0
1 \\ /J\ -1 b ~
= I ! = I !
-1 -05 0 0.5 1 -1 -05 0 05 1

Figure 3: Congéurs of equal probability in thedéA — ¢ plane

Equation 8.5 is then the expression for the likelihood for this set of events. The inverse
of the covariance matrix for the variables A and ¢, G = V™!, is given by
9*In L 9*In L 9*In L

Cu="Tx 7 R YT ¥

Gop = (3.16)



The covariance matrix is computed in appendix A.
The one sigma contour in the A — ¢ plane is given by the ellipse equation:

1 §A*  2p5AS o
Lozdde e (3.17)
1—p?| 04 TACG o;

where 64 = A — A, §¢ = ¢ — ¢ and A, ¢ are the “true” values, and p is the correlation
coefficient. This error ellipse is shown in figure 3 for four different values of the asymmetry
A, and ¢ = 0.1. It can be seen that the error on ¢ decreases as the asymmetry gets larger.

4 Extraction of o given A, ¢, and B,,,

As discussed in Section 2, there are three observables related to the CP asymmetry in B —

7. The uncertainties on the measurements of A and ¢ were discussed in Section 8. The third

observable, B,,,, can be measured from untagged events, and will therefore have a very low

statistical error. The extent to which systematic uncertainties can be controlled will therefore

be a crucial consideration. While absolute branching ratios are very difficult to obtain, it

will be sufficient to measure the branching ratio relative to the process B® — (T7~v.
There are five unknowns that influence the values of the 3 observables:

o a, the weak phase we are trying to extract from these measurements.

o Ar, the amplitude of the tree diagram. Assuming factorization, the amplitudes for
B® — (*77v and B® — 777t are proportional to a common form-factor, spanning a,
range of ¢ for the first case, and evaluated at ¢* = m? for the latter case[1]. Ref. [11]
points out that color-allowed B decays are well described by factorized amplitudes, but
find that it is necessary to add non-factorized amplitudes to describe color-suppressed
B decays. Since the decay B° — n~7T is color allowed, we assume that the decay
B® — (T7~v will be observed in conjunction with B® — 7~ 7% and used to predict

Ar.

o Ap, the amplitude of the penguin diagram. This amplitude can be estimated from
measurements of the decay B® — K~ r%, applying SU(3) corrections, and scaling by
|Via/Vis|[7]. Some complications are that this decay may in turn have a contribution
from tree diagrams, and furthermore, there may be electroweak contributions that
invalidate the SU(3) correspondence[8]. The decay mode By, — ¢p® may possibly be
used to check our understanding of these effects[12]. We assume that the relative size
of the signals for B — K=t and B° — n~ 7" will determine Ap, although with less
precision than for Ap.

o The weak phase of the penguin amplitude. The top quark dominates in the loop,
therefore this phase will be —3 to a good approximation[l3]. As shown in equation 2.13,
in this case we are not sensitive to the value of .



e The strong phase difference, 4, between the tree and penguin diagrams. There is a
perturbative phase difference of order 10°[8], and there are also nonperturbative effects
from hadronization that are expected to be small but are incalculable. The phase
shift between the I=0 and [=2 amplitudes can be obtained from a measurement of the
branching ratios of B — ntn~, B — nt7°% and B — 7°7°% This check can be done at
a symmetric ete™ collider, and does not require flavor tagging or time-ordering. The
question then becomes: Is there a difference in the hadronization for a penguin diagram
and [=0 tree diagram? The extent to which these phase shifts can be constrained helps
constrain our solution for a.

Given an assumption for the central values of these parameters, we can calculate the
values of A, ¢, and B,,,. Given an assumption for the effective number of tagged events,
Niag[15], we can calculate the error matrix for A and ¢. We will make assumptions on the
uncertainties on Ap, Ap, d, and By,,, parametrized as Gaussians with widths o(Ar), o(Ap),
o(9), and o(By,,). With these assumptions, we can form a y*. The minimization program
MINUIT is used to minimize this y?, return the input value of o, and estimate the expected
uncertainty on a measurement of «.

Unless specfied otherwise, we use the following as default values of the parameters:

Niag = 100, starting at ¢r = 1.6 lifetimes[16].

L AT =1.0
° Ap =0.2
e 5=0.0

In Fig. 4 we show the expected 1o errors as a function of « for various conditions. In
Fig. fha, we show the errors for the case where Ap = 0.0, and has been constrained to zero in
the fit. We see that the errors are largest for o near 45° and 135°, where the dependence of
sin(2a) on « is lowest. In Fig. b, ¢, and d, we show the errors for the case where Ap = 0.2
and we are able to put the specified constraints on the amplitudes. We see that in the case
where there is a penguin amplitude, and it is well understood, in general, the errors are
smaller than in the case of no penguin amplitude.

The plots in Fig. & do not convey all the relevant information on the constraints on «.
The errors are highly non-Gaussian, and there are multiple minima. To gain further insight,
we choose two particular input values for «, 47° and 67°. We then scan as a function of the
assumed value of « in the fit. For each point in the scan, we hold « fixed, and mimimize

the y? with respect to all the other parameters. We then plot 1/x2 — x2. as a function of

a, interpreting /x? — x2,,, as the number of standard deviations on a.

We show the results in Fig. H for the case Ap/Ar = 0.05. In Fig. Ba, we assume
very little knowledge of the tree and penguin parameters. We see that when the penguin
contribution is small, loose constraints are sufficient for the determination of a. However,
even with the tight constraints of Fig. He we are unable to lift the discrete ambiguities.

8
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Figure 4: One o errors on «a as a function of the input value of . The solid line shows the
positive errors, and the dashed line the negative errors:

(a) Ap =0, and fixed to 0 in the fits.

The following assume Ap = 0.2:

(b) o(Ap)/Ap = 0.1, o(Ar)/Ar = 0.03, 0(é) = 20°, and o(Bayy)/ Bawg = 0.06.

(c) Ap, Az, and § held fixed in the fits, and o(Byyy)/ Bawg = 0.06.

(d) o(Ap)/Ap = 0.1, o(Ar)/Ar = 0.015, 0(5) = 20°, and o(Byyy)/ Bawy = 0.03.
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Figure 5: No as a function of «, for an input value of a = 47° on the left and o = 67° on
the right. The input value for Ap/Ar is 0.05.

For the following, we assume o(Byyy)/ Bayy = 0.06:

(a) o(Ap)/Ap = 1.0, 0(Ar)/Ar = 1.0, no constraint on 4.
(b) o(Ap)/Ap = 1.0, o(Ar)/Ar = 0.03, no constraint on 4.
( ) O'(Ap)/Ap == 10, O'(AT)/AT =0. 03 0'(5) = 20°.

(d) o(Ap)/Ap = 0.1, o(Ar)/Ar = 0.03, no constraint on 4.
(e) O'(Ap)/Ap == 01, O'(AT)/AT == 003, 0'(5) = 20°.

10
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Figure 6: No as a function of «, for an input value of a = 47° on the left and o = 67° on
the right. The input value for Ap/Ar is 0.2.

For the following, we assume o(Byyy)/ Bayy = 0.06:

(a) o(Ap)/Ap = 1.0, 0(Ar)/Ar = 1.0, no constraint on 4.

(b) o(Ap)/Ap = 1.0, o(Ar)/Ar = 0.03, no constraint on 4.

(C) O'(Ap)/Ap == 10, O'(AT)/AT == 003, 0'(5) = 20°.

(d) o(Ap)/Ap = 0.1, o(Ar)/Ar = 0.03, no constraint on 4.
( ) O'(Ap)/Ap =0. 1 O'(AT)/AT =0. 03 0'(5) = 20°.

For the following, we assume o( aug)/Baug =0.03:

(f) O'(Ap)/Ap =0. 1 O'(AT)/AT == 0015, 0'(5) = 20°

11



We show the results in Fig. § for the case Ap/Ar = 0.2. In Fig. Ga, we assume very
little knowledge of the tree and penguin parameters. As qualitatively pointed out in Ref [14],
in this case, we can rule out only a small fraction of the available parameter space. As we
add constraints in Fig. Gb, ¢, and d, there are fewer minima and more of the parameter space
can be ruled out. As shown in Fig. be, it is not until we constrain all the parameters that we
are left with a single minimum. Tightening the constraints in Fig. 6f, we more convincingly
rule out alternative minima and improve the precision of the measurement of a.

In Fig. 7, we show similar plots as for Fig. 6, using the same input values for o but
negative assumed values for o. As discussed earlier, there is another solution only for the
discrete case A = 0. However, even for other values of A, two solutions may be allowed within
the uncertainties of the measurement. Fig. 7, illustrates how well we can choose between the
solutions. The separation is quite convincing for o = 47°, i.e. for large values of A, and
becomes more difficult for o = 67°, 1.e. as A gets smaller.

Input a0 = 47° Input o« = 67°
107 I

A /\/\/
i | | (ﬂ?> 1 | | (P) |
. T O

0 50 100 150 0 50 100 150
Assumed value of —a (degrees)

Figure 7: No as a function of —a, for an input value of a = 47° on the left and a = 67° on
the right. For the following, we assume o(Byy,)/ Bayy = 0.06:

(a) O'(Ap)/Ap == 01, O'(AT)/AT == 003, 0'(5) = 20°.

For the following, we assume o(Bqyyy)/Bavy = 0.03: (b)o(Ap)/Ap = 0.1, o(Ar)/Ar = 0.015,
o(d) = 20°.

It is clear from the above plots that knowledge of the strong phase difference ¢ decreases
the error on a and in addition can help distinguish between the discrete solutions on «.
Figures 8 and 9 are similar to Figure €, except we scan as a function of assumed values for
both a and ¢, and plot constant contours in 1/x2 — x2,;,. In the case of a = 47° there are
only two minima, and one needs to know 4 to better than 60° in order to distinguish between

12
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Figure 8: One, two, and three o contours as a function of a and ¢, for input values of
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Figure 9: One, two, and three o contours as a function of a and ¢, for input values of

o =67°, 8 =0° and Ap/Ap = 0.2.
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Assumed o, degrees

the two discrete solutions by 20. In the more complicated case of & = 67°, there are multiple
solutions even within the first two quadrants for . Here a more precise knowledge of § is
required to unambiguously extract a.

0(6)

150
100

50

-50
—100

~150 - —
& | AL | AL |

0 100 0 100 0 100

Input «, degrees

Figure 10: One, two, and three o contours as a function of input value of & and assumed
value of «, for various values of o5. Note that there always remains a discrete ambiguity
between o and —«a where A = 0.

The above two values of a of 47° and 67° lead to quite different conclusions on the
knowledge of § required for a unique determination of a. We have also investigated the effect
of the uncertainty on § on the extraction of «, for all values of a. As an example, Figure 11}
shows constant contours of 1/x2? — \2,;, in the plane of input value of o and assumed value
of a, for three different constraints on 6. We see that the discrimination between discrete
ambiguities improves with the precision on ¢ until the uncertainty on ¢ reaches a value of
20°. We find that this result holds for all values of a.
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5 Conclusions

We have presented the results of an error analysis on «a, given a measurement of the time-
dependent asymmetry between B® — 7t7~ and B® — 777n~, a measurement of the average
branching ratio for B and B decays to 7¥7~, and constraints on the magnitudes Ay and Ap
and relative phase ¢ of the tree and penguin diagrams. While there are an infinite number of
possible scenarios, our results set the scale for how well these parameters need to be known.
We have considered scenarios in which we have an effective number of 100 perfectly tagged
signal events[15].

In the case where the penguin contribution is small (Ap/Ar & 0.05), only crude in-
formation on Ap and Ay is needed for the extraction of . However, we are left with four
discrete ambiguities, as in the case where there is no penguin contribution.

In the case where the penguin contribution is larger (Ap/Ar &~ 0.2), more precise
information on Ap and Ap is needed. If this precision can be achieved, the uncertainty
on « is in many cases smaller than for the case of no penguin amplitude. Furthermore,
if it is possible to place constraints on ¢, some or all of the discrete ambiguities may be
lifted. A large penguin amplitude therefore presents an opportunity for a much improved
determination of «.

In summary, we find that if the penguin amplitudes are either small or well understood
then it is possible to determine a from the CP asymmetry in B® — 77~ without resorting
to the observation of final states with neutral particles. Thus, measurements would be

feasible at hadron colliders as well as et

e~ colliders. Furthermore, a large penguin amplitude
presents an opportunity for improved precision on « while lifting some or all of the discrete

ambiguities.
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A Likelihood formalism for the extraction of fitting er-
rors

The analysis follows closely that in reference [17]. For brevity, we define the functions ny():
ni(A, ¢, t) =1+ Asin(at + @) (A.1)

With this notation, and ignoring an irrelevant constant term, the log-likelihood (see equa-

tion B.I5) is
In L(A Zlnm_ Lo b))+ > Inn_(A, ¢, 1)) (A.2)
J
The second derivatives of the above function are the elements of the inverse of the correlation

matrix, G = V=L, For example,

PInL sin (:Jct + &)

= om T2 .wﬂ2+§ﬁ£322@ (A-3)

= (1P

These sums can be approximated by integrals:
S Jet) & [ s N0t (A)
k

where the limits of integration assume that a lifetime cut is imposed on the reconstructed
mesons, and Ni(t) are defined in equation 3.14. Since in general fi(t) = g+(t)/[n+(:)]?,
equation A3 (for the general error on variables p and ¢) thus becomes

G, = %/me%[g“?+jt$ﬂdt (A.5)

= S [ gm0+ g (0] di (A6)

where we have ignored terms which of order A%:
ny(tn_(t) =1-— A? sinz(:pt + o) ~ 1. (A7)

We expect this to be a reasonable approximation even for extreme values of sin(2a), since
in practice the observed asymmetry will be reduced by a dilution factor D ~ 0.5 resulting
from imperfect flavor tagging. With some algebra, we obtain

Gaa = N/ma%m%ﬁ+¢mt (A.8)
T

Gop = NAQ/OO e ' cos (:Jct + @)dt (A.9)

Gap = —A/ st xt + @)dt (A.10)

16



We note that, as expected, these equations are invariant with respect to the following trans-
formation in the presence of dilutions:

A = DA (A.11)
N
N — D2 (A.12)

For brevity, we introduce two new functions, P.(x,T) and Ps(x,T') given by

P.(x,T) = T [cosaT — xsinaT] (A.13)
Py(x,T) = e [x cosaT + sinxT] (A.14)
and the end result is
N 1
Gaa = 3¢ [1— P.(2z,1,)] (A.15)
Gy = Azge_T [1+ P.(22,1,)] (A.16)
N
Gap = Ee_TAPS(Qx,tO) (A.17)

where t, =T + %
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